REPORT OF THE AUDITOR-GENERAL TO THE NORTHERN CAPE PROVINCIAL 
LEGISLATURE AND THE COUNCIL ON S1YATHEMBA LOCAL MUNICIPALITY 

REPORT ON THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 


introduction 

1 . I was engaged to audit the financial statements of the Siyathemba Local Municipality out 
on pages ... to .... which comprise the statement of financial position as at 

30 June 2013, the statements of financial performance, changes in net assets and cash 
flows for the year then ended, and the notes, comprising a summary of significant 
accounting policies and other explanatory information. 

Accounting officer’s responsibility for the financial statements 

2. The accounting officer is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of these 
financial statements in accordance with the South African Standards of Generally 
Recognised Accounting Practice (SA Standards of GRAP) and the requirements of the 
Municipal Finance Management Act of South Africa, 2003 (Act No. 56 of 2003) (MFMA) and 
Division of Revenue Act of South Africa, 2012 (Act No. 05 of 2012) (DoRA) and for such 
internal control as the accounting officer determines is necessary to enable the 
preparation of financial statements that are free from material misstatement, whether 
due to fraud or error. 

Auditor-General’s responsibility 

3. My responsibility is to express an opinion on the financial statements based on 
conducting the audit in accordance with the Public Audit Act of South Africa, 2004 (Act 
No. 25 of 2004) (PAA), the General Notice issued in terms thereof and International 
Standards on Auditing. Because of the matter(s) described in the Basis for disclaimer of 
opinion paragraph(s), however, I was unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit 
evidence to provide a basis for an audit opinion. 

Basis for disclaimer of opinion 

Property, plant and equipment 

4. The municipality did not have adequate systems in place to maintain property, plant and 
equipment register. I was unable to confirm property, property and equipment by 
alternative means. Consequently I was unable to determine whether any further 
adjustments to property, plant and equipment stated at R283 885 437 in the financial 
statements were necessary. 

5. The municipality did not charge depreciation on property, plant and equipment as 
required by Standards of Generally Recognised Accounting Practice, GRAP 17, 
Property, plant and equipment. In addition, management did not assess whether there 
were impairment indications on property, plant and equipment during the financial year 
under review as required by SA Standards of GRAP, GRAP 26, Impairment of cash- 
generating assets. I was unable to confirm property, property and equipment, 
depreciation and impairment by alternative means. Consequently, I was unable to 
determine whether any adjustments relating to property, property and equipment, 
depreciation and impairment in the financial statements was necessary. 

6. During 2012 I was unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence about property, 
plant and equipment R266 047 147, as disclosed in note 9 to the financial statements 
due to the following: 

(a) A fixed asset register was not maintained and did not indicate the different classes 
of assets as disclosed in note 9 to the financial statements. No register was 



maintained for land and buildings valued at R32 689 905 and other assets valued 
at R9 297 797. 

(b) Sufficient appropriate audit evidence could not be submitted for the deemed cost 
allocated to property, plant and equipment to the carrying value of R254 382 255. 

(c) The value of assets as per the fixed asset register and the value of assets 
disclosed in the financial statements differs with an amount of R278 256 358, the 
fixed asset register amounted to R496 768 056. 

(d) Assets to the amount of R23 338 032 were included in the fixed asset register. 
These assets could however not be located as they were not assigned unique 
asset numbers or GPS locations. 

(e) For assets to the amount of R33 716 604 the descriptions, serial numbers and 
locations as indicated in the fixed asset register were inadequate for identification 
purposes. 

(f) I was unable to verify assets since debit journal entries to the amount of 

R1 1 053 625 were passed to record adjustments to assets for which sufficient 
appropriate audit evidence for the journal entries were not submitted. 

(g) Sufficient appropriate audit evidence to support additions to property, plant and 
equipment to the amount of R15 306 821 were not submitted for audit purposes. 

(h) Each part of an item of property, plant and equipment with a cost that is significant 
in relation to the total cost of the item was not depreciated separately as required 
by SA Standards of GRAP, GRAP 17, Property, plant and equipment. In addition 
sufficient appropriate audit evidence was not submitted for the calculation of 
depreciation on an individual or class of asset basis to the amount of R9 181 751. 

I was unable to confirm property, property and equipment by alternative means. 
Consequently, I was unable to determine whether any adjustments relating to property, 
plant and equipment in the financial statements was necessary. My audit opinion on the 
financial statements for the period ended 30 June 2012 was modified accordingly. My 
opinion on the current period’s financial statements is also modified because of the 
possible effect of this matter on the comparability of the current period’s figures. 

7. During 2012 assets amounting to R3 700 1 1 1 were incorrectly expensed during the year 
contrary to the requirements of SA Standards of GRAP, GRAP 1 , Presentation of 
financial statements. My audit opinion on the financial statements for the period ended 
30 June 2012 was modified accordingly. My opinion on the current period’s financial 
statements is also modified because of the possible effect of this matter on the 
comparability of the current period's figures. 

Investment Property 

8. The municipality did not have adequate systems in place to identify and maintain 
records of investment property, which resulted in investment property not being 
disclosed in the financial statements. I have not determined the correct carrying amount 
of investment property, as in the absence of sufficient appropriate audit evidence it was 
impracticable to do so. Consequently, I was unable to determine the extent of the 
adjustment necessary to disclose investment property. 

Heritage asset 

9. The municipality did not have adequate systems in place to identify and maintain 
records of heritage assets, which resulted in heritage assets not being disclosed in the 
financial statements. I have not determined the correct carrying amount of heritage 
assets, as in the absence of sufficient appropriate audit evidence it was impracticable to 
do so. Consequently, I was unable to determine the extent of the adjustment necessary 
to disclose heritage assets. 



Retirement Benefit Liabilities 


10. The municipality did not have employment contracts with its employees and I was 
unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence regarding employees entitled to 
post-retirement health care benefits liability. I was unable to confirm retirement benefit 
liabilities by alternative means. Consequently I was unable to determine whether any 
further adjustments to retirement benefit liabilities stated at R6 207 023 in the financial 
statements were necessary. 

Provisions 

11. The municipality did not have employment contracts with its employees and I was 
unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence regarding employees entitled to 
long service and ex-gratia pension. I was unable to confirm long service and ex-gratia 
pension by alternative means. Consequently I was unable to determine whether any 
further adjustments to long service awards stated at R3 268 551 and ex-gratia pension 
stated at R1 605 178 in note 19 to the financial statements were necessary. 

Employee benefits 

12. During 2012, I was unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence regarding 
employee benefits amounting to R13 089 725 as disclosed in note 2 to the financial 
statements due to the following: 

(a) The municipality could not provide the number of employees which are entitled to 
post employee benefits. 

(b) Not all leave forms were submitted for audit purposes; therefore I could not 
confirm the leave accrual to the amount of R1 821 316. 

(c) Sufficient appropriate audit evidence was not submitted for the non-current 
employee benefits disclosed to the amount of R19 520 in the prior year. 

(d) Sufficient appropriate audit evidence was not submitted for credit journals to an 
amount of R389 228 recorded against employee benefits. 

(e) The manual list of leave balances as at year-end was not reconciled to the general 
ledger for the calculation of the leave accrual. 

I was unable to confirm employee benefits by alternative means. Consequently, I was 
unable to determine whether any adjustments relating to employee benefits in the 
financial statements were necessary. My audit opinion on the financial statements for 
the period ended 30 June 2012 was modified accordingly. My opinion on the current 
period’s financial statements is also modified because of the possible effect of this 
matter on the comparability of the current period’s figures. 

Receivables from non-exchange transactions 

13. During 2012 I was unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence regarding 
receivables from non-exchange transactions amounting to R2 032 396 as disclosed in 
note 14 to the financial statements due to: 

(a) Sufficient appropriate audit evidence was not submitted for the difference between 
the debtors listing and the amount disclosed in note 14 to the financial statements 
amounting to R1 014 452. 

(b) The impairment of receivables was not performed on an individual basis as required 
by SA Standards of GRAP, GRAP 104, Financial instruments. 

I was unable to confirm receivables from non-exchange transactions by alternative 
means. Consequently, I was unable to determine whether any adjustments relating to 
receivables from non-exchange transactions and impairment losses in the financial 
statements were necessary. My audit opinion on the financial statements for the period 



ended 30 June 2012 was modified accordingly. My opinion on the current period’s 
financial statements is also modified because of the possible effect of this matter on the 
comparability of the current period’s figures. 

Value added tax 

14. During 2012 input VAT was not claimed on all qualifying expenditure. Consequently, 
operating expenditure being overstated and the VAT receivable understated by 
R549 445. Consequently, I was unable to determine whether any adjustments relating 
to property, plant and equipment in the financial statements was necessary. My audit 
opinion on the financial statements for the period ended 30 June 2012 was modified 
accordingly. My opinion on the current period’s financial statements is also modified 
because of the possible effect of this matter on the comparability of the current period’s 
figures. 

Accumulated surplus 

15. I was unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence for the restatement of the 
corresponding figure for payables from exchange transactions. As described in note 
37.10 to the financial statements, the restatement was made in order to rectify a prior 
year misstatement. I was unable to confirm the restatement by alternative means. 
Consequently I was unable to determine whether any adjustment to the payables from 
exchange transactions of corresponding figure stated to the amount of R7 355 245 in 
the financial statements was necessary. 

Payable from non-exchange transactions 

16. I was unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence to confirm suspense 
accounts of R1 152 521 included in payables from non-exchange transactions of R6 
783 776 disclosed in note 14 to the financial statements. I was unable to confirm the 
suspense accounts by alternative means. Consequently I was unable to determine 
whether any further adjustments to payables from non-exchange transactions stated at 
R6 783 776 in the financial statements were necessary. 

17. The municipality did not have employment contracts with its employees and I was 
unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence regarding employees’ entitlement 
to staff leave and staff bonuses. I was unable to confirm staff leave and staff bonuses by 
alternative means. Consequently I was unable to determine whether any further 
adjustments to the staff leave stated at R1 205 297 and staff bonuses R945 347 stated 
at R6 207 023 in note 14 to the financial statements were necessary. 

Employee related cost 

18. The municipality did not have employment contracts with its employees and I was 
unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence regarding employee related cost. I 
was unable to confirm employee related costs by alternative means. Consequently I 
was unable to determine whether any further adjustments to the employee related cost 
stated at R29 386 042 in the financial statements were necessary. 

Cash flow statement 

19. The SA Standards of GRAP, GRAP 2, Cash flow statements requires that the 
municipality summaries the entity’s operating, investing and financing activities. I was 
unable to confirm whether the cash flow statement and the related notes are fairly 
stated due to the material effect of the scope limitation and identified misstatements as 
reported in this report. 



Statement of comparison of budget and actual amounts 

20. SA Standards of GRAP, GRAP 24 Presentation of Budget Information in Financial 
Statements requires that the municipality present a comparison of the budget amounts 
for which it is held publicly accountable and actual amounts as a separate additional 
financial statement. The municipality did not represent the final budget column amounts 
as per the approved budget for the following financial performance elements for which it 
is held publicly accountable: 

• Government Grants and Subsidies Received reflected as R40 439 000 is 
overstated by R16 342 000 

o Service Charges reflected as R28 271 490 is overstated by R 6 302 301 

e Other Income reflected as R6 863 407 is overstated by R2 306 752 

8 Gains on disposal of property, plant and equipment reflected as Rnil is understated 
by R500 000 

o Employee related cost reflected as R29 123 102 is overstated by R1 481 383 
« Impairment losses reflected as R3 955 510 is overstated by R3 155 510 

• Repairs and maintenance reflected as R2 706 000 is overstated by R2 706 000 

« Finnace costs reflected as R780 122 is overstated by R505 747 

« Contracted services reflected as R4 445 131 is overstated by R3 645 131 

• Grants and subsidies paid reflected as R5 650 737 is overstated by R5 600 737 

® General expenses reflected as R26 398 255 is understated by R4 328 495 

In addition, the municipality did not represent the final budget column amounts as per 
the approved budget for the following cash flow statement element for which it is held 
publicly accountable: 

® Suppliers and employees reflected at R74 051 712 is overstated by R500 001 

Consequently, the final budget column of the financial performance and cash flow 
statement elements of the statement of comparison of budget and actual amounts are 
misstated. 


Disclaimer of opinion 

21 . Because of the significance of the matter(s) described in the Basis for disclaimer of 
opinion paragraph(s), I have not been able to obtain sufficient appropriate audit 
evidence to provide a basis for an audit opinion. Accordingly, I do not express an 
opinion on the financial statements. 

Emphasis of matters 

1 draw attention to the matters below. My opinion is not modified in respect of these 

Restatement of corresponding figures 

22. As disclosed in note 37 to the financial statements, the corresponding figures for 30 
June 2012 have been restated as a result of errors discovered during 30 June 2013 in 
the financial statements of the Siyathemba Local Municipality at, and for the year ended, 
30 June 2012. 

Material losses 

23. As disclosed in note 43.9 to the financial statements, material losses of electricity to the 
amount of R 1 686 471 (2012: R1 528 992) and water losses to the amount of 

R2 710 043 (2012: R2 31 1 280) were incurred as a result of technical losses 
(electricity), tampering of meters, faulty meters incorrect bulk ratios used in bulk meters 
and illegal connections. 



Material underspending of the conditional grant 

24. As disclosed in the statement of financial position, the municipality under spent on 
conditional grants amounting to R2 880 228. As a consequence, the municipality has 
not achieved its objectives of providing infrastructure to the community. 

Financial sustainability 

25. The statement of financial position indicates that the Siyathemba Local Municipality’s 
current liabilities exceeded its total assets by RIO 593 416 which may indicate the 
existence of a material uncertainty that may cast significant doubt on the municipality’s 
ability to operate as a going concern. 


Additional matters 

26. I draw attention to the matters below. My opinion is not modified in respect of these 
matters. 

Unaudited supplementary schedules 

27. The supplementary information set out on pages XX to XX does not form part of the 
financial statements and is presented as additional information Accordingly, I do not 
express an opinion thereon. 

Material inconsistencies in other information included in the annual report 

28. The annual report has not been received at the date of this report; as a result, a 
conclusion could not be drawn on the consistency between the financial statements and 
the audit report with other information included in the annual report. 


REPORT ON OTHER LEGAL AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 

In accordance with the PAA and the General Notice issued in terms thereof, I report the 

following findings relevant to performance against predetermined objectives, compliance 

with laws and regulations and internal control, but not for the purpose of expressing an 

opinion. 

Predetermined objectives 

29. The annual performance report was not presented for audit and consequently my 
findings below are limited to the procedures performed on the strategic planning and 
performance management documents. 

30. The information was assessed to determine whether performance indicators and targets 
are measurable (i.e. well defined, verifiable, specific, measurable and time bound) and 
relevant as required by the National Treasury Framework for managing programme 
performance information. 

31. There were no material findings on the strategic planning and performance 
management documents concerning the measurability and relevance of the information. 

Compliance with laws and regulations 

32. I performed procedures to obtain evidence that the municipality has complied with 
applicable laws and regulations regarding financial matters, financial management and 
other related matters. My findings on material non-compliance with specific matters in 
key applicable laws and regulations as set out in the General Notice issued in terms of 
the PAA are as follows: 






Strategic and performance management 

33. The I DP adopted by the municipality does not reflect and the key performance 
indicators and targets as required by sections 26 and 41 of the Municipal Systems Act. 

34. The municipality did not establish a performance management system, as required by 
section 38(a) of the Municipal Systems Act. 

35. The municipality did not establish mechanisms to monitor and review its performance 
management system, as required by section 40 of the Municipal Systems Act. 

36. The municipality did not set measurable performance targets for the financial year with 
regard to each of the development priorities and objectives and key performance 
indicators set out in the IDP, as required by section 41 (1 )(b) of the Municipal Systems 
Act and the Municipal planning and performance management regulation 12(1) and 
12(2)(e). 

37. The municipality did not have and maintain effective, efficient and transparent systems 
of financial and risk management and internal controls as required by section 62(1)(c)(i) 
of the Municipal Finance Management Act. 

38. A performance audit committee was not in place and the audit committee was not used 
to fulfil the performance audit committee function, as required by Municipal planning and 
performance management regulation 14(2)(a). 

Budget 

39. Expenditure was incurred in excess of the limits of the amounts provided for in the votes 
of the approved budget, in contravention of section 15 of the Municipal Finance 
Management Act. 

Annual financial statements, performance and annual reports 

40. The annual performance report for the financial year under review was not prepared and 
was not included in the annual report, as required by section 46 of the Municipal 
Systems Act and section 121(3)(c) of the Municipal Finance Management Act. 

41. The financial statements submitted for auditing were not prepared in all material 
respects in accordance with the requirements of section 122 of the Municipal Finance 
Management Act. Material misstatements identified by the auditors in the submitted 
financial statements were not adequately corrected and supporting records could not be 
provided subsequently, which resulted in the financial statements receiving a disclaimer 
audit opinion. 

42. Oversight report, containing comments on the annual report, was not adopted by council 
within two months from the date on which the 2011/12 annual report was tabled, as 
required by section 129(1) of the Municipal Finance Management Act. 

43. Oversight report, containing comments on the annual report, was not adopted by council 
within two months from the date on which the 201 1/12 annual report was tabled, as 
required by section 129(1) of the Municipal Finance Management Act. 

44. The council's oversight report on the 201 1/12 annual report was not made public within 
seven days of its adoption, as required by section 129(3) of the Municipal Finance 
Management Act. 


Audit committees 



45. An audit committee was not in place, as required by section 166(1) of the Municipal 
Finance Management Act. 

Internal audit 

46. The internal audit did not audit the results of performance measurements, as required 
by section 45(1)(a) of the Municipal Systems Act and Municipal planning and 
performance management regulation 14(1)(a). 

47. The internal audit unit did not assess the functionality of the performance management 
system, as required by Municipal planning and performance management regulation 

1 4(1 )(b)(i). 

48. The internal audit unit did not assess the extent to which the performance 
measurements were reliable in measuring the performance of the municipality on key 
and general performance indicators, as required by Municipal planning and performance 
management regulation 14(1)(b)(iii). 

49. The internal audit unit did not audit the performance measurements on a continuous 
basis or submitted quarterly reports on their audits to the municipal manager as required 
by Municipal planning and performance management regulation 14(1) (c). 

Procurement and contract management 

50. Goods and services with a transaction value of below R200 000 were procured without 
obtaining the required price quotations as required by SCM regulation 17(a) & (c). 

51 . Contracts were awarded to bidders based on points given for criteria that differed from 
those stipulated in the original invitation for bidding, in contravention of SCM 
Regulations 21(b) and 28(1 )(a) and the Preferential Procurement Regulations. 

52. Bid adjudication was not always done by committees which were composed in 
accordance with SCM regulation 29(2). 

53. The performance of contractors or providers was not monitored on a monthly basis, as 
required by section 1 1 6(2)(b) of the MFMA. 

54. Contracts and quotations were awarded to providers whose tax matters had not been 
declared by the South African Revenue Service to be in order, as required by SCM 
regulation 43. 

55. Quotation were awarded to bidders who did not submit a declaration on whether they 
are employed by the state or connected to any person employed by the state, as 
required by SCM regulation 13(c). 

Human resource management and compensation 

56. An acting municipal manager was appointed for a period of more than six months, in 
contravention of section 54A (2A) of the Municipal Systems Act. 

57. An approved staff establishment was not in place, as required by section 66(1 )(a) of the 
Municipal Systems Act 

58. The municipality did not develop and adopt appropriate systems (policies) and 
procedures to monitor measure and evaluate performance of staff in contravention of 
MSA sec 67(d). 



59. The municipal manager and senior managers directly accountable to the municipal 
manager did not sign performance agreements, as required by section 57(2)(a) 
Municipal Systems Act 

Expenditure management 

60. Money owing by the municipality was not always paid within 30 days or an agreed 
period, as required by section 65(2) (e) of the Municipal Finance Management Act. 

61. An adequate management, accounting and information system was not in place which 
recognised expenditure when it was incurred / accounted for creditors, as required by 
section 65(2)(b) of the Municipal Finance Management Act. 

62. Reasonable steps were not taken to prevent unauthorised expenditure, irregular 
expenditure and fruitless and wasteful expenditure, as required by section 62(1) (d) of 
the Municipal Finance Management Act. 

Conditional grants 

63. Unspent conditional grant funds not approved by the National Treasury for retention 
were not surrendered to National Revenue Fund, as required by section 21(1) of the 
Division of Revenue Act. 

Revenue management 

64. An effective system of internal control for debtors was not in place, as required by 
section 64(2) (f) of the Municipal Finance Management Act. 

65. Interest was not charged on all accounts in arrears, as required by section 64(2) (g) of 
the Municipal Finance and Management Act. 

Assets 

66. An adequate management, accounting and information system which accounts for 
assets was not in place, as required by section 63(2) (a) of the Municipal Finance 
Management Act. 

67. An effective system of internal control for assets including an asset register was not in 
place, as required by section 63(2) (c) of the Municipal Finance Management Act. 

68. The municipality entity did not establish an investment policy that was adopted by 
council as required by section 13(2) of the Municipal Finance Management Act and 
Municipal investment regulation 3(1) (a). 

69. Sufficient appropriate audit evidence could not be obtained that capital assets were sold 
/ transferred / permanently disposed that were needed to provide the minimum level of 
basic municipal service, in contravention of section 14(1) of the Municipal Finance 
Management Act. 

70. Sufficient appropriate audit evidence could not be obtained that the right to use a 
capital asset with a value in excess of RIO million was granted after a public 
participation process, in contravention of Municipal asset transfer regulation 34(1 )(a) 
and 34(2). 

Liability management 

71. An adequate management, accounting and information system which accounts for 
liabilities was not in place, as required by section 63(2)(a) of the Municipal Finance 



Management Act. 


72. An effective system of internal control for liabilities (including a liability register) was not 
in place, as required by section 63(2)(c) of the Municipal Finance Management Act. 

Consequences Management 

73. Unauthorised expenditure incurred by the municipality was not investigated to determine 
if any person is liable for the expenditure, in accordance with the requirements of 
section 32(2) of the Municipal Finance Management Act. 

74. Irregular expenditure incurred by the municipality was not investigated to determine if 
any person is liable for the expenditure, in accordance with the requirements of section 
32(2) of the Municipal Finance Management Act. 

75. Fruitless and wasteful expenditure incurred by the municipality was not investigated to 
determine if any person is liable for the expenditure, in accordance with the 
requirements of section 32(2) of the Municipal Finance Management Act. 

Internal control 


76. I considered internal control relevant to my audit of the financial statements, annual 
performance report and compliance with laws and regulations. The matters reported 
below under the fundamentals of internal control are limited to the significant 
deficiencies that resulted in the basis for disclaimer of opinion, the findings on the 
annual performance report and the findings on compliance with laws and regulations 
included in this report. 

Leadership 

77. The following challenges were experienced that contributed to the weaknesses in the 
financial environment and the ultimate audit outcome: 

• Personnel had not been allocated specific duties and responsibilities to facilitate the 
continuous monitoring of internal controls. 

• The leadership did not take appropriate action with regard to a lack of controls in the 
finance and supply chain management directorates, resulting in non-compliance with 
applicable legislation and inadequate budget control measures. This, in turn, resulted 
in irregular, fruitless and wasteful as well as unauthorised expenditure. 

78. Leadership did not regularly monitor management’s compliance with laws, regulations 
and internally designed policies and procedures. As a result, significant non-compliance 
issues were noted. 

Financial and performance management 

79. The municipality did not have individuals who sufficiently understand the financial 
reporting framework and performance and financial management requirements. This 
resulted in the municipality engaging a consultant to assist in the compilation of the 
general ledger and financial statements. The underlying accounting records of the 
municipality did not facilitate the preparation of the financial statements to comply with 
the accounting framework 

80. Management did not document and approve internal policies and procedures to address 
the process of collection, recording, processing, monitoring and reporting on 
performance information. Consequently, performance systems, processes and 
procedures had not been designed and implemented. 



Governance 

81 . Sufficient controls and segregation of duties to prevent or detect fraudulent data and 
asset misappropriation were not implemented and maintained. 

82. The municipality did not respond to the assessed risks by determining a risk strategy 
and action plan to manage identified risks. Consequently, internal controls were not 
selected and developed to prevent, detect and correct material misstatements in 
financial reporting and reporting on predetermined objectives. 

83. The financial statements were subject to material corrections resulting from the audit, 
which are attributable to the lack of risk assessment performed, weaknesses in the 
design and implementation of internal control in respect of financial management, and 
financial reporting and weaknesses in the information systems. 

84. Leadership did not prioritise the establishment of a fully functioning performance audit 
committee and audit committee and therefore the functions were not established and 
functional during the financial year. This also resulted in the committees not being able 
to fulfil all their responsibilities. 

OTHER REPORTS 

Investigations 

85. An investigation is being conducted to probe the manner in which the municipality 
awarded certain tenders during 2009-10 and 2010-11. The investigation aims to 
establish whether the tender processes were transparent and the ward was made in 
compliance with the applicable legislation and/or the municipality's SCM policy. The 
investigation was still ongoing at the reporting date. 


ftux£i&r AJMao- 

Kimberley 
30 November 2013 
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